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ADVERTISEMENT. 



The writer of the following pages is contemplating a New 
Edition of the Poetae Scenici Graeci, a field thrown open by the 
lamented death of W. Dindoef in the present year. He hopes 
to show that there is room for a new Eecension of Sophocles, 
even after the epoch-making labours of Nauck and Blaydes; 
and that the same is the case with Aeschylus will not be 
doubted by those who have seen the results of three hundred 
years' study summarized in Kikchhoff's indispensable edition. 
The present Monograph wiU serve as a specimen of the method 
which the Editor intends to employ, and will enable Scholars 
to judge whether he possesses any of the qualifications neces- 
sary for his task. 

New College, October, 1883. 



STUDIA SCENICA. 

PAET I.— STUDIES ON AESCHYLUS AND SOPHOCLES. 

Section I. — Introductory Study on the Text of the 

Trachiniae, 1-300. 
§ I. — Passages Corrected. 

1. Xoyoy fxev ear apxcttoi avOpciiroov (paveis. 
Either a vCpwxft)!/ or <paveli is without construction. Hense 
changes (pavel? to ^a<pri% Frohlich to cro^wv; both of which are 
otiose and inappropriate; (jiavels besides bears every mark of 
genuineness. On the other hand, avQpdcnrwv is hardly tolerable 
with ^poToov in the same place in the following line. Mr. 
Blaydes cites a various reading avdpwToi? from Anecd. Oxon. 4, 
328, 31. dvOpanrois 0am?, ' originated by men,' would sim- 
plify the construction. But dvOpunrw (pavel^, ' originated by a 
man,' would be nearer the MS., and justify the scholiast's 
accusation of anachronism. The point of dvQpwirca is (a) ' origi- 
nated by one who was a man himself;' (b) 'by a man and not 
by a god;' so that the speaker has a right to contradict it. The 
confusion of w and wv is frequent. 
Aesch. Ag. 1299, 

KA. ovK ecTT aXv^K do <pi\ot xpovov TrXeco. 
XO. 6 S' VCTTUTOS ye Tip 'xpovifi irpea^everai. 
It is useless attempting to make any sense of the lines in 
this condition; we have to read 

KA. OVK ecTT aXv^i^, w ((uXol' ■\povoi TrXeo). 
XO. 6 S' vcTTarof ye tuiv xpovcav Trpea-^eveTai- 
And a similar confusion is, I imagine, the origin of the error 
in Antig. 23. 

'Ereo/cXea /xev, o)? Xe'youcri, cryi/ Sikh 
XP';cr0e)? SiKala kol v6p.q) Kara x^ow? 
£Kpv\p-e rois evepdev 'ivrip-ov veKpoh. 
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8 STUDIA SCENICA. 

which should be written 

'EreoKXea fiev, w? Xeyovai, arvv Sikh 
Xprja-Qai SiKaiwv koi vo/xcp, Kara x&ovos 
eKpyyfre TOig evepdev evri/J-ov veKpoi'S, 
where the systernatic corruption shows us what confidence we 
are to place in the tradition of a line like, e.g., 0. T. 608, or 
O. T. 1136. This last runs as follows: — 
ev yap Old OTi 
KOTOiSev ^/xoi Tov KtOatptovoy tottov 
6 -fj-ev SnrXoicn ■Troip.viois eyo) S' evi 
eTrXtjO-la^ov raiSe -ravSpi Tpecs oXoi/y k.t-X. 
TCfSe TCLvSpi has no possible construction : a slight change, 
however, clears up the difficulty. ' Scripsit Sophocles ' 

KUTOtSeV ?yUOJ Tft) ^lOalpWVOS TOTTU), 

6 fiev SiirXoicri iroifivioii eyia S em, 
hrXrja-ici^ov TcloSe ravSpe Tpeti oXovg k.t.X. 
(See Transactions of the Oxford Philological Society, 1883.) 

7. rJTi^ TTwrpoi fiev ev Sofiota-iv Oiveooi 

valova ev IlXewpww vv/j.(peia}v otXov 
aXytcTTOV etrxov, ei tj? AtTwXij yvv>]. 
For vaioua(a) Fernstedt suggested valovTos : which is more 
elegant than Apitz's vmovaiv, if indeed that would be possible 
Greek, ev is harsh after ev Sop-oicriv Olveooi. Probably we 
should write 

vaiovaa tt/jo? JlXevpHovi. 
Trpos c. dat. is used by Sophocles very nearly as an equiva- 
lent of ev. 0. C. 1047, "Trpos UvOiats 5? Xafnrdanv uKrah. Ant. 
825, SiTT^Xo) TTjOo? aKpca. Aj. 95, e/3a\^ay eyj^os ev irpo's 
'A.pyelo}v arpaTui. Fr. 371, ravTa '7r6Kko\ ttjOO? p-eari T paxivltav 
ayopa a-vve^r)Kovov. Upos {i.e., Trarpo?) of the previous line 
caused the omission. 

* A very similar mistake occurs in Aesch. Ag. 1377. 

efwi S ayoiv oS' ovk d(j>p6vTLcrToi irdXai 
vtKijs jraXatas ^XOe, avv XP°^V 7^ f"?''- 
We should read 

6//iot 6' dyiiiv oS' OVK d^povTKTTO'i TraXai 
At/crys iraXaUiv -qXdi, uvv \p6v(f ye ix.rj\'. 
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27. Xexoy yap 'H/oaKXet KpiTov 

tTva-Taa-' aei tiv eK ipo^ov 4>6^ov Tpe<j>w. 
avcTTaar', as Dr. Nauck remarks, is obviously wrong. Xvyelcra, 
whicli he writes, seems to me harsh. "We should read, I think, 

Xexoy yap HpasXe? Kpirov 
a-jreva-aar' ael tiv sk (po^ov <p6^ov rpeipw. 

This would illustrate and explain 0. T. 2, rivas irod' eSpag 
TacrSe fioi Ooa^eTe] 

47. TOLavTijv efjLoi 

SeXxov Xiiriov ecTTeixe, Trjv eyui Oa/xa 
Oeoli apoofiai TrtjfJLOvtj^ arep Xa^eiv. 

The use of this SeXros I imagine to have been similar to 
that of the letter m Wilkie OoUins' 'Woman in White'; i.e., if 
Heracles came safely home he was to take it back; but if he were 
away beyond a certain time Deanira was to know that he was 
dead, and find therein directions how to act. The subject of 
Xa^eiv must therefore be Heracles ; ' which I pray to heaven 
that he may get safely hacTc' Compare Sovvai = onroSovvai, 
Philoct. 668. However, I do not believe the subject could 
have been omitted ; a<pe must be inserted somewhere ; and the 
best place wiU. be before eyd. {t^v a-cf)' eyui Qajxa k.t.X.) For 
the position compare 463, eTre/ a-cp' iyd. 

84. ^viK rj (Te(TW(7iJ.eQa 

(jl irLTTTOfxev (Tov Trarpoy e^oXwXoTO^) 
Kelvov ^lov (TwcravTOS ri olxofMecrO' dfia. 

Whether these lines are genuine or not, they probably ran 
originally 

rp/LK rj aeamajj-eua 
{pi TTLTrTOfiev <tov vaTpo? e^oAwXoTO?) 
Kelvov l3iov crdocravTOs, r/ oixofJiea-6' dfia. 

The diction of 1. 85 (for TrcTrTo/j.ev v. EUendt, and e^oXcoXoros, 
compare 0. T. 257) is extremely Sophoclean, and is therefore 
probably genuine. For the parenthesis compare 0. T. 495, as 
explained below, and Thucyd. 3, 57, e? tovto yap Sij ^vjj.fpopa'i 
TrpoKe-vwpriKafAev o'lTivei M^^wv re KpaTrja-avTOov aTraiXXviueOa Koi 

VVV K.T.X. 
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100. "AXiov "AX/01/ ahw 

TOVTO Kapv^ai tov 'AT^mTjvai iroOi fxo'i "rroOi fioi 
vai'ei ttot' & XafiTrpa. aTepova <p\eyedu>v, 
ri TTOVTiai avXwvas, rj Siaaaicriv cnrelpoig KXiden- 
Mr. Blaydes has corrected Trou^a Kupv^ai tov 'AXfc/wJi/a?. The 
same scholar has pointed out that r/ irovTias avkwva? k.tX. is 
ungrammatical, as it should be irorepov, el, or ehe. We should, 
I think, read 5? irovTias avXwvos k.t.X.: the genitive being 
governed by 'iroOi, and corresponding to the prepositional 
phrase, tj Sia-traicnv airelpoK KXiOeti, or in the two continents. 
TTovTia avXdv — ' the sea ' is clear (compare avXwv MatcoTi/cos), 
whereas the plural is not. 

106. ovttot' evva^etv aSaKpvTWV l3Xe(pap(0v iroOov. 

Eather irovov. ttoOop seems a reminiscence of irodov/jLeva 
supra. 

115. TToXXa yap coctt aKap-avTO^ 
ri VOTOV rj tiopea T/? 
Kvp-UT ev evpei tto'itm 
pavT eiTLOVTa t iooi, 
ovToo 8e TOV JLaSfioyevrj Tpe<pei toS' (or to S') av^ei 

I3i6tov 
iroXvTTOvov uKTirep TreXayo? Kp>/a"toi/. 

The construction is (wcnrep) ireXayoi l^pi^aiov ^cotov, TroXiiiro- 
vov wa-jrep tu iroXXa KvfxoTa k.t.X., i.e., containing troubles 
many as are the waves, etc. Hence only one verb is necessary 
sc. Tpe<pei. The unintelligible words toS' av^ei seem to me 
to be a gloss on the word, distinguishing Tpecbeiv here = at/^ew 
(see the parallels in Blaydes' note) from Tpecfteiv above in Seifxa 
Tpe<pova-av oSoC.* 

The gloss ToS' au^ei {i.e., ToSe §e au^et) has supplanted some 
substantive belonging to tov J^aS/uoyev^, such as tokov (tov) 
/3i6tou. 

121. £01/ eTrifie/j.(f)Ofievas aSeia fxev avTia S' o'laoD. 



* Cf. Oberdick, Pref. to Aesch. Suppl. Similarly in 0. T. 473, the 
words (US Tavpos are a gloss explaining the metaphor. 
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The MS. eTTifieficponems should not, I think, be altered; &v 
refers to the chequered life of Heracles: and should be rendered 
de quibus querenti sc. tibi* 

aSeia is of course corrupt ; we should read 
TraXaia fiev, avrla S o1<tw. 

I shall be giving stale consolation, still I will give it.f 

l^i. TO yap vea^ov iv roioiaSe ^otrKerai 

\U>pOl(TlV aVTOV KUL viv Oil OaXiTOi Oeov, 
ovS ofn^poi ovSe KViuoLTOov ovSev KXovei. 

avTov is meaningless. Eead 

ev TOioicrSe ^oaiceTai 
ywpoia-L ^lOTOV. 

TOioia-Se sc. iv oh aireipovia-Ti (142). The ' paths ' and ' walks ' 
of life are familiar phrases in the literatures of many nations. 

The corruption of v into /8 is not unparalleled in our MS. 
In 0. T. 227, we read 

Kei fiev (po^eiTai TOxnr'iKKriix VTre^ekwv 
avTO^ KaQ' avTOv, — TreiVerat yap aXKo p.ev 
acrrepyes ovSev, yijs S' aireicriv aa-<paX-ijs- 
vve^eXwv is an obvious error for eire^uov, the proper word in 
this case. Plato LI. 762, o ^e alcrOoiuevos koI Trv96p.evoi km /mi] 
iire^iaiv, p. 775, 6 ^ovX6p.evos eire^iTU) rg o'tKti, especially in the 
murder cases, pp. 866 sqq. 

TOviriKXrifj.' eTre^iwv 
avTOS KaB' avTOv 

is good and natural Greek for 'pursuing the charge against 
himself.' 

* Dr. Nauck has followed Hense in inverting strophe and anti- 
strophe; which is necessary if the MS. reading be altered to imfiep.- 
<f>oiieva (T, but awkward, as 131, /JLevei yap ovt aloXa vv^ k.t.X, fol- 
lows naturally on 129, dkX' cttI ■jrfj/j.a Kal x^-P^- k-t.A 

t For the staleness of the consolation cf. Job v. 7, Van Waenen 
on Abu Taleb i. 105 (Oxford 1806), Theocritus' rax' avpiov eo-jai 
afj.eivov c. interprr., and especially Schopenhauer, Die Welt u. s. w. 
book iv. 
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However, (po^eirai is wrong also; for (1) a future is wanted; 

(2) Oedipus' first alternative must be suppose the man obeys the 

proclamation; very well (aposiopesis) ; for no harm shall be 

done him, etc. But suppose he does not, etc. Eead therefore 

Ket fxev (paveiTai, Toi/irlicXiifi eire^iwv 

avTOS Kud' avTOv. 

150. ijroi vpoi avSpos ^ TeKvwv ^o^ovfj.evt]. 

Trpbs, ' from,' can scarcely be right. Qy. Trpo ravSpoi. 

159. afiot irpoddev ovk erXt] Trore, 

TToXXovs dywvas i^im outtw ippaaai. 
■jr. a. i^iwv is condemned by Mr. Blaydes, who however only 
ofiers tentative corrections. Eead 

TToXX' els aywvag e^iwv, 

* The best instances which I have met of virt^aipeTv in the active 
are (1) the well-known oXfiov &<iijj,a.T(i>v inre^tXiov in the Hippo!., 
where it means 'having taken away, destroyed.' (2) Ehetor. ad 
Alexandrum, 1432, 6 11, TrpOKaTdXrj^j/is kcm. St' rjs to. re tZv aKovovraiv 
cTrtTi/iij/iara Koi tous Ttoi' avTiXiyuv inXXovrtav Xoyov^ TpoKara- 
Xa/j,j3a.vovT£S v7r€^aipiqiT0jj,cv Tcis iiTK^^pofikva.'s 8va-)(epda<s, i.e., 'take 

away,' 'remove.' (3) Luc. Toxaris, § 42, tov <f>iXov rnn^tXav 
TreLpwjj^voi tov B-qy/iaros, i.e., 'trying to remove him out of the lion's 
reach.' we^eAwv ToviriKXrjfw. could therefore only mean 'having 
removed (cancelled) the accusation ' : and this is the meaning of the 
inverted phrase amas iire^iXeLv in Aphthonius ap. Walz. I., p. 84, 
if genuine. The writer is arguing against tyrants. 'Other men, 
though they commit the worst crimes, can r^v yviL/xrjv i^iX&rdai rrjs 
7rpd^e(os. Only the tyrant cannot say he did not intend. For had 
he entered on his enterprise against his will, we might absolve him 
of the intention, vvv Sk ttov SiKaiov air Las virt^eXeTv tov wpb tSv 
ipyuiv r-g yvdfiri yevo/xevov'. So the excellent New College MS. written 
by TricUnius has it; but it seems to me that the correction iTre^eA^eiv 
is certain. In any case the meaning of todVi/cAjj/*' ime^eXuv will be 
the reverse of what is wanted, though I will not deny that had the 
Athenian audience had an hour to think over the ' passage,' they 
might have excogitated the interpretation given it by G-. "Wolff. 

Having cited a Greek Ehetor, I will take the opportunity of 
correcting Cic. ad Att. I., 14 (Watson, ed. 2, p. 41), where in a list 
of rhetorical ornaments Kapwol occurs. This should, I think, be 
emended koivoI tottoi. 
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■KoWa is extremely common in Sophocles for ' often.' Philoct. 
1458. Trach. 1192, oTS' wj dur^p ye ttoWo. Si] crraOeh avoo, 
789. Cf. EUendt. 



164. XP'^^OV TrpoTOL^as ws Tplixrp/ov riv'iKa 

XW/oaj (XTrelri Kaviavcrios jSe/Swy, 
tot' rj Qaveiv XP^i); a"0e rwSe too XP^^V 
ri TOvO' inreKSpauovTa tov xpovov tsAo? 
TO XoiTTov >]8}] ^^v aXvTnjTw /3ta). 

In 165 Dr. Nauck (with Wakefield) writes Tp'innvos: doubt- 
less with justice. In 1 6 6 for tot read oV. 

OT rj Qaveiv X/"^"/ ""^^ Tu>8e rtp xpoi'w 

' since, he said, at that time he must either die,' etc. oTe= 
exeJ is common in Greek writers, especially in Sophocles, v. 
EUendt. 

In 167 )j TOii0' inreKSpa/JLOVTa tov xpovov TeXos, 

TOV xpovov is plainly intolerable after Tw^e tu> xP^^V of 166, 
and is a slip of the pen on the part of the scribe, who wrote 
the word twice. Tovff inreKSpa/xovTa TeXo? = escaping this 
consummation — to reXo? being QavaTO?, i.e., Qavorrov TeXo?. 
In all such cases restoration is dif&cult, but the use of the 
pious phrase a-w QeS> or crvv Oeocs in speaking of happy 
contingencies (Oed. Tyr, 146, ^ yap eiJTvxeh crvv tu> Oew 
(pavovfieO' ^ -rreTTTcoKOTes, Aj. 779 ; Xenophon, Anab. 3. 1. 23, 
5. 8. 19, 48, 6. 5. 23, 6. 6. 32, 7. 2. 34; Eur. SuppL 360, 
Herm.) makes it probable that Sophocles wrote 

)j TOvO' vireKSpaixovTa aw Oeoig TeXo? k.t.X. 

173. Kai TutvSe vafiepTeia crvft-^aivei xpovov 

TOV vvv irapovTO^ ft)? TeKeaQrivai xpeuiv. 

The mea,niiig of this clause should be : ' and this is the 
moment at which we are to ascertain how this oracle is to be 
fulfilled ' : we should therefore write 

Kai TUivSe vafiepTeia crvfi^alvei xpovov 
TOV vvv irapovTOS, ttw? TeXeaBrivai XP^^v.* 

* Cf. Person ad Or. 742. 
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179. eTrei KaTacTTe^rj 

are'ixovO' opw riv avSpa irpos x^-P^v Xoytcv. 

TTjooy x^jO"" ^oV'*" ^°^^ ^°*' •'■ t'™^' ^^^^ of explanation ; 
irpos xa/"" seems feeble ; I believe we sHould restore 

Trpo? XP^'"'' ^oywv, 

comparing 0. T. 1174, m irpo's t'l xpela^. 

Similarly 0. T. 724, wv yap av deos ■)(pelav epevva paSm 
avTos (pavei should be rendered ' with what object the god 
is searching' ; and m Antig. 30, 

oioovoii y\vKvv 
Orjo-avpov eiaopuxji irpos X^P'" ^opai, 
where ela-opuxn or irpos X"/"'" must be wrong, we should 
probably write 

olwvoii yXvKvv 
6r]<ravp6v eia-opSxri irpos XP^'*"' jSopaj.* 

195. kvkKw yap avrov Mi/Ateu? diras Xeij 

Kp'ivei irapaaras- 
Dr. Nauck thinks irapaaras intentional ; however, kukKw 

* Of course in the tradition of these poets (as in that of other 
authors) n. and t, e-u and v, are absolutely equivalent ; an interesting 
instance is Aesch. Suppl. 87-5, 

Kara "ZapirqZoviov \S>jj.a iroXvipafiiwv oAa- 

Bil'S evpelais eiv avpais. 

Of the second line the metre should be — ^- ^- : so 

that we have simply to restore 

aAa I dels ^vpiaicriv avpais. 
The antistrophe is curiously corrupt, but not difficult to correct — 

oiot oloi 

Xv/iafTL's V irpo yas vXdcrKoi' 

Tipiyajxirra /ipvd^ws, 

OS epcoTttS* o jxiyai 

NtiAos vfipi^ovTo. a-' dirorpe\f/eiev dioTOV v^piv. 
This should be restored — 

0101 0(01 

Xifias, 61 (TV Kopas JleXaayo)!' 

TreptTre/iTTTa yStafeis" (Of. Ag. 87) 

ov eo-O) -yas o /xeya^ NctAos ippi^ovr' dirOTpixp- 

uev dvoia-TOv v/3piv. 
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Trapaa-TOif is an oxymoron ; and this figure is only used on 
very rare occasions, and for some special effect. We should 
almost certainly restore 

kvkXoi yap avrov MjjXieyy (XTras Xew? 
Kplvei Trepia-TOLs. 

Compare Thucyd. 4. where irepiorTavTai is used of the persons 
who stood round and heard Demosthenes haranguing. Cf. 
Steph. Thes. 

204. ^(nvricraT w yvvaxKes al t et'crco crriyrjs 
(XL T eKToy avX^j, wy aek'TrTov ofj-fi e^oi 
^^fitjS avac^xov TrjaSe vvv KapirovfxeOa. 

These lines are harsh and wordy in the extreme. Eead 

o)? aeK-KTOv 0/J./J.' e/xol 
(pt^/xr/g avaa-)(ov rijcrSe, viv KapTrdofjieOa. 

The enjoyment was to be represented by the clamour. 

205. avoXoXv^aro) So/ulois 
e<j>e(TTiois aXaXayaii 

b fieXXovvfi^os' ev 6e Koivos apaevwv 
tTft) KXayya tov ev(papeTpav 
'A'TToXXcoi/a irpodTaTav. 

In hymns of this kind it is usual for the youths (^Oeoi) to 
sing to Apollo ; while the maidens praise Diana. Dianam 
tenerae dicite virgines, intonsum pueri dicite ApoUinem. 
(Compare the carmen saeculare throughout.) This then will 
be the case in the present ode. Vv. 205-209 are an exhortation 
to the youths; 210-215 to the maidens. There is therefore 
nothing to alter in the first line, avoXoXv^arw Sofion 6 
/uLeXXovv/jLCpog* ' In each house let the youth shout aloud ' : 
o fji.eXX6vvfi(f)os := 6 §Oeos (v. Euhnken, Timaeus ad v.) the 
'unmarried'; compare yueXXoVoo-i?, fr. inc. 910.t The word 

* SofioLs cannot be altered to fio/xos, as the synaphea requires a long 
syllable ; and o cannot be altered to d (Erfurdt approved by Nauck), 
as choric iambics should be pure, especially in a monode. 

t /ieXXoTToo-iv TOV av&pa oJvo/iao-f Pollux. Did Pollux' memory 
deceive him ? May not this be an allusion to the place with which 
we are dealing 1 
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need not imply even betrothal ; but even if it does, no one 
will argue from the clumsy mythological makeshift, Eur. 
Phoen. 945, that the betrothed were no longer called ^deoi. 

ecpecTTiois aXoKayati. This is gibberish, as the variations in 
the MSS. (aXaXayaty, a\a\ai9, aXXoKaym) partly acknowledge. 
Happily, however, the sort of phrase required is easily seen ; 
this line should contain the object of the thanksgiving (Iph. A. 
1468, v/ui.ei9 S' eTrev(pr]nria-aTe iraxava t^/j.^ avfiipopa: Orest. 
1335, ew' a^loitn rap' avevcpij/j-ei SofjLOi). Read therefore 
Itt' ataloi^ (TvvdWayuii. 

crvvaWayai is synonymous with a-uficpopal, Cf. 0. C. 410. 
The history of the corruption is, I think, as follows, sir' 
icrloig was written for e-jr' ala-loK : ecpea-rioK was then an 
improvement.* These double layers of corruption are not 
always easy to detect, but in the nature of things they are 
only too conunon.t One part of a line is reduced to meaning- 
lessness; and then the scribe deals with the rest according to his 
own sweet will. A better illustration of this could scarcely be 
found than Aesch. Ag. 413 — 

irapecTTi aly arifiog aXX' aXoiSopoi 

dSicTTOi a<pefi.evwv iSetv. 

That the second of these is corrupt no one can fail to see; 
but what did Aeschylus write ? The next line tells us ; 
TToOw S' inrepTTOVTiai (pda/xa So^ei Sof^wv avaaaeiv ; i.e., such is 
Menelaus' affection that he stUl thinks she is there — 

airicTTOi ejiKpavaiv iSeiv, 
disbelieving facts which stared him in the faceA 

* Compare /caS/yyvto-ai', Antig. 1081, as corrected infra. 

t Compare Cobet N. L. praef. ; A. Palmer, Ovid's Heroides, pref. 

X No one is likely to object to this correction that the antistrophe 
has Trivdiia T\rj(TtKdpSios : for (1) wivOeia is a wholly impossible 
word; (2) these choric iambics should be pure; (3) TrevOeia rXijo-t- 
KapStos gives no meaning ; and rrj^iKapSios is improbable since ^ has 
the faculty of self-preservation more strongly developed than any 
other letter. Scarcely a Une of the masterpiece of Greek tragedy 
is free from the disease; even in the transcendently brilHant 
passage 970 sqq. the editions write orKiav vTreprdvao-a o-eipiov kvitos, 
where it must be vTrepTclvova-a. Vide infra. 

The law of purity in choric iambics and trochaics is not, of course, 
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Some misfortune corrupts i/j.cpavwv to a.(pefji.evu}v, not unnatur- 
ally, as (p has a curious tendency to transposition. axio-To? 
loses its construction, and the scribe writes poetry after his 
own fashion. 

215 sq. aeipojj.' ov8' (XTraxrofjiai 

Tov avXov, CO Tvpavve ras eju-a^ (ppevo;- 
iSov fx avuTapacrcrei 
evoi fx o Ktcrerbi apn ^aKxiav 
vTro(TTpe<pwv a/unWav. 
215 should be written 

aeipe p.'. ovk aTru>cTop.ai. 
Corruption of ovk into ovSe is only too commOn in the tragic 
tradition:* I presume, because the correctors thought that no 
one could deny them the right tov veavievecrQai in such trivial 
matters. 

In 1. 217, for l^ov p! avarapaaa-ei, which is unmetrical, read 
iSov p! avoo Tapd(T<rei 
as Soph. fr. 607, dewv avw •v|/-i;^as' rapacrcrei teaches us.t 

without exceptions; they are, however, very rare in Aeschylus, and 
Sophocles does not often break it in the same places in both strophe 
and antistrophe. In Aeschylus, lines of the form — ■— — -^^ — ^-^ — 
are, I believe, invariably pure. This shows us that Ag. 984, ^ap.p.ia's 
aKaras 7rapr]/3-jcrev, is to be corrected as follows 
\p6vos 8' cTrei -irpvpvYjaioiv cvv eppoXois 
^appioii OiKpa. Trapr^ | firjcrev ev6' ira-' "lAiov k.t.X., 

' it began when the vigour of the cables had passed away together 
with that of the sand-buried cutwaters,' i.e., the time at which 

Agamemnon said Sovpa tricr-qTre vewv KoX o-irdpra AcAwTat. This was 
the time when vtt "lAtov Spro vav^dras o-rpaTos ; cf II. B, and Thucyd. 
bk. 1. The reason why this should have been the time at which the 
presentiment began must be reserved for a study deahng specially with 
the Agamemnon. 

* Cf infra on Oed. Col. 692. 

t Sophocles is not unfrequently his own best corrector ; 0. T. 740, 

TOV 8e Aatov <j>vcnv 
Tiv' eixe 4>pd^^, Ttva 8' aKprjV rj/Bri? c'x*"'' 
is acknowledged by all sound criticism to be corrupt; the only mean- 
ing the lines could have is ' tell me what he looked like then, and 
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In the last line, for vTroa-Tpicpwv afuWav, we have to read 
irpoa-tpepoDv dfjLiXXav. The verbs crrpecpetv, rpecpeiv, and (pepeiv 
are perpetually confused; and Dr. Nauck has restored the 
right word in many places. Cf. 0. T. 93, and Hermann's per- 
verse note on Trach. 107. Avery similar error is that which 
gives so much trouble in Aesch. Ag. 100; 

TOTe S' e/c dvcriwv ayava ^aivovcr' 

ekirh afxvvei (ppovTiS' cnrXtjiTTOU 

Trjv 6vfio<p66pov XvTnjs ^peva, 
which should be written 

eXTTty afivvei ^povTtS' aifKriarrov 

Triv dvfio^opov <f>peva \welv. 

I will now give the above lines of the Trachiniae together in 
their restored state: 

aeipe fi , ovk (nruxTOfiai 

Tov avKov <b Tupavve ray eyway ippevoi- 

ISov fi avu) TapaTuei 

eiol fjL 6 Kicrcroi apn jScucxiav 

•7rpo(T(j)epwv ajuLiWav. 

226. opw ^iXai ywaiKeg ovSe /u.' oftfi-aTOi 

(ppovpa "TrapijXOe TovSe fjLrj Xeucrcreiv <tt6Xov. 

We should read, 

ovoe fi o/J-fiaros 
<j)6opa irpoarjXde TOvSe p-rj Xevacretv aToXov. 

The letter p, owing to the ligature-writing, is the cause and 
victim of a vast variety of corruptions. In the MS. of Aeschy- 
lus it is frequently confused with a. So in Suppl. 1001 

Kapiroopara crra^ovTa Krjpvcrcrei Kutt/mj 
KaXwpa KooXvovaav toy peveiv epco 
p is written twice for cr; read 

KaXws a KwXvoviTiv wy p.eveiv ecrui] 

what he looked like at the prime of life ' — a thought quite foreign to 
the passage. But ^^St; is found to be used = /Stos, fr. 705, v/3pis 81 toi 
ovTcwTTod' fifBrfi £9 TO (Tuxj^pov iKiTo; SO that We havB no difficulty in 
correcting 

Ttva iS' d,Kfji,rjV rj/SrjS iriav. 
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i.e., the ripe * fruit is advertised by Aphrodite; which men do 
well to keep safely locked up. 

The error is the same in the much-disputed Aesch. 
Ag. 1170— 

oKOi o ovoev eirripKecrav 
TO firj TToXiv fiev comrep ovv exei TraOeiv 
eyoo Se 9ep/j.6vovf rax ^^ '"'^^'fi /3aXw, 
where the poet probably wrote 

ep.01 Se Oecr/j.wv ovg to-x ev ireSw /3aX(o. 
The Qea-fiol are the emblems or insignia of her profession : the 
a-Kij-TTTpa Koi fxavreta irepi Sept] a-Tefpij which, 1264, she casts 
off with curses. 

p and V are sometimes confused; Aesch. Ag. 305, 

wTpvve decrfiov fxr/ ;)^ap/feflr0at TTVpoi 
should be corrected 

coTpwe dea-jULov firjxavwaaQai Trupoy. 
A scribe wrote fir] X'^p^<^<^'^6ai: and the next mended matters 
with p-ij xcipi^ea-dai. firixavrjo-acrdai ' to produce ' is a favourite 
word in tragedy; it should be restored in Aesch. Suppl. 266, 

a Stj TToXaiwv aipuToov fitacrpaaiv 

XpavOeia avtJKe ydia pt^viaLaKr/ 

SpaKovdoiui.t\ov Svapevij amovaiav 
read p-ij^avoo/jLevrj. 

py and x are confused in 0. T. 709, 



Kai fiad' ovvcK ecrTi croi 



ppOTeiov ovSev p.avTiKrjg exov Texym- 
This should be corrected 

Kai paV OVV€K €<TTL (701 

^pareiov ovSev pavriKrjs epyov rexvis, 

that is, ' that there is no use to mankind in the prophetic art,' 
PpoTeiov being preferred by the poet to jSporoccriv owing to a-oi 
which preceded. 

* With this expression, which has been doubted, compare in the 
Aethiopic Book of Baruch (Dillmann, Chrestom. Aethiop. p. 2 etc.), 
the figs which were driving their honey, i.e., were ripe and fresh. 
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p and X are confused in Aj. 775, kuQ' vf^a? S' ouiror' kpri^ei 
luLa-)(Ti, where Sophocles wrote 

avaaara toI^ oXKoktiv 'A-pyelois TreXay 
(tj-TW KaO' rajLOLi 8' ovTTOT eKXrj^ei /J-axi 
■i.e., I shall never stop fighting ; cf. supra, m^' oTpvvova-a viv 
^vSuT eir e-xPpoh X^'jO" (poivlav Tpeireiv, EUendt.^ s. v. kXriyeiv. 

In Antig. 608 ayijpo) Se xP^'"f ^waaTas 

/caTe^e'? 'OXv/j-ttov 

fiap/xapoea-aav a'lyXav, 
where we should plainly read aynpcp Se Opovw, the p is perhaps 
innocent.'"' 

235 is not quite accurately punctuated in any of the editions; 
it should be 

TTOv ; y^y iraTpa^as e'lTe ^ap^dpov, Xeye. 

243. avrai Se, ■wpo's Qewv, tou ttot eicri Kai Ttvei ; 

oiKTpai yap ei /urj ^vp.(popaL KXeirTOvcri fie. 
oiKTpat is corrupt as Mr. Elaydes shows; his corrections, how- 
ever, are only tentative; read 

Kopai yap, el jur] ^vp-cpopai KXeTTTOvai /xe, 

i.e., they are virgins. Cf. 308. 

The first letters of words are perhaps more subject to corrup- 
tion than the rest. In Antig. 351 we read 
Xaa-iavxevd 6 
Ittttov a^erai ap.<plXo(pov ^vyov, ovpeiov t aKp.rJTa 
Tavpov. 
a^erat is otherwise read e^erai. Dindorf has admirably cor- 
rected ae^erai; he has, however, left the rest. Eead 

'LTTirov ae^eTM ap.(j>nr6Xuiv ^vyov, ovpeiov t aKp-ijra 
Tavpov, 
' he rears him a yoke of servants in the horse and the bull.' 

* The phrase ij ^■''VM '''^^ XP°^°^ ay^pwv ttoici occurs twice in 
Philostratus. I can remember no other instance in which the adj. 
and subst. are combined. 
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Similarly in 0. C. 6 8 we have the strange phrase 

Lv o paKxiwTa^ 
aei Aiovvaros £iu./3aTevei 
6eiat9 a/J.<j>nroXwv TtO^vacs. 

Who are Dionysus' nurses? And why does he wait on them, 
instead of they on hinr? The corruption is almost amusing ; 

'lv 6 j3aKxt(ii- 
Tas aei Aiovvcrog efjL^aTsvei 
[Set at?] a/ji.(pi'!r6ku)v 'AOijvas* 

In 0. T. 702 we read, 'pray tell me what you are so angry 
about ' : 

* If any one objects that this is impossible because an Attic poet 
would have said Kkuval or Xnrapal 'Ad^jvai, but not Beiai 'Adr^vai, like 
dda 2aAa/iis, the remark is, I beheve, just and scholarly. Only 
'A^iji'as is not to blame, but Oeiais which, under all circumstances, 
must be corrupt. The question between 'A^ijvas and ndi^vais is one 
of taste and sense;, in the case of ddaii we have the still more for- 
midable factor metre. For the atitistrophe 

ouSe Mov- 
crav X°P°^ ''"' a'recrr'uyTjcrai' ouS' 

has a syllable too much or too little ; too little if Odai^ is to be kept; 
and this missing syllable it will be hard to supply by patchwork. 

But the metre is not likely to be ^--^-^ — -^-^ — -— — -^ 

but .^^.^ — ^^ which is obtained for the strophe 

by leaving out deiai's. In the antistrophe no one keeps aiJ; all 
change it to a, retaining oifSc. But the poets like to say oxJSe — ov. 
So Antig. 249, «Ke? yap owe tod ycvgSos ^/v irkriyfii,' ov St/ce'AAjjs kKJ^oXr). 
0. C. 973, Ant. 952. And of ov here I beheve av to be the cor- 
ruption, and ov^k the interpolation ; so that the antistrophe should 
be read 

ovSk M.OV- 
arav XopoL viv o.-Ki.mvyr\(ro.v 
ov xf)i;(rcil'tos 'A</)|0o8tTa, 
and the strophe 

'iv 6 /SaKXim- 
Ttts del Aidi'v<709 e/x/3a- 
T£iJ€i, a/i</>t7roA.(3v 'A^ijvas. 

Petals I presume comes from del and 6a A Aei. 
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01. 'epS>' (re yap tmvS' ey 7r\eov yvvai cre^W* 
KpeovTOi;, oTa /xoi ^elSovXevKws e'xei. 

10. Xe'y' el tra^ajj to veiKOi eyKoKSiv epet?. 
This last line cannot be construed. From Philoct. 327, 
ev y' S TeKvov we learn to restore eu y for Xe'y, But the 
words TO vetKos eyKaXwv are also imintelligible; read to veho? 
eKKoKovv, that which caused the quarrel. The whole line 
running — 

10. ev y el o-a^ajj to veiKog eKKoXovv epeis. 

In Philoct. 43 we read — 

aXX' ri Vi <j>opPtJ9 vocTTOV e^eXijXvOev 

rj (pvXXoV e'l Tl VloSvVOV KUTOlSt TTOV. 

The corrections /xaa-Tuv, etc., fail partly on grounds of syntax, 
and partly because the language of the tragedians is averse 
to unusual words. I propose (with some diffidence) 

dXX' rj Vt <j>op^i}i /J-eoTTOV e^eXTjXvOev 
rj ^vXXov e? Tl vcoSvvov KUTOiSe irov. 

That is some herb fiUed with nourishment or relieving pain. 
The previous line is an illustration of the habits of the 
copyist : 

•TTW'i yap av voawv avrjp 
KwXov TraXajot Krjpt irpoa^aLr] fiaKpav, 

irpoa-^alri is absolutely inappropriate ; the poet \vrote 

KaoT ov\ sKcii ttov' ttw? yap av voawv avtjp 
KwXov TraXaia Krjp). /cat ^attj fxaKpav ; 

the Kal seems to me almost necessary ; just as in English we 
should say, 'how could a man with a diseased foot go far.' 
But two words beginning with k successively were too much 
for the first copyist, and the corrector finding a syllable 

* All the editions seem to me to mistake this line. Jocasta asks 
the chorus to tell her the reason of the quarrel. They refuse. She 
then asks Oedipus, and he says ' I will.' The editions take the rest 
of the line to mean ' for I honour you more than t]iem '; but what 
sense has this 1 Surely it must be ' for I honour you more than 
they do.' 
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wanting, like a school-boy writing verses, attached a pre- 
position to the verb.* 



* There are scholars still who follow this method of correction. 
On 0. T. 875, aTroro/iov ^povcrev £ts dvayKav, an English editor of 
Sophocles remarks that S. probably used a compound of opovw, and 
so he writes 

<i7roTO/xov e^dpovcrev eis avayKav, 
not seeing that k^opovta is wholly out of place, and that the metre 
is thereby spoiled. 

Similarly on Antig. 648 — 

fxiq Srjra reKVOV Tcis <f>pevas vcf}' ■qSovrjs 
•yiJi/aiKos ovveK l/c/^aAjys, 

the same scholar accepts the Triclinian emendation 

ras (ppivas y' v(ji tjSovijs, 
'not because he is sure that it is right, but because it is more 
probable than anything else.' (May we write rots 4'pkva's Kad' 
rjSovrjir, i.e., 'at a moment's notice,' as we say?) And so Brunck : 
' Triclinius ras c^pei-as y. Rede ; nam sine hoc fulcro versus stare non 
potest.' Triclinius did something for Sophocles, and so did Brunck : 
the former more than the latter on Oed. Tyr. 494-509, by omitting 
in the antistrophe the senseless words yap eir air^, which come out 
of the Laurentian Scholia; whereas Brunck on 494 gives the 
grotesque correction Tph's otov xprja-dp.evo's Brj Pao-dvo). Neither of 
them saw the important point, the punctuation of the passage, 
which should be as follows : Trcro/tat S' eXiricnv, oiir' kvddS 0/0(01/ o-uV 
OTTio-o) — tI yap -^ AafiSaKlSais tj tcS IIoXv/3ov vcikos e/ceir' ovre irdpoidiv 
ttot' tyioy' oiSre ravvv jto) ep-aOov — Trpos otoi; 817 jSacrdvov (codd. male 
Patrdvw) km, rdv iTriSafj-ov ^ariv etp,' OlSiiroSa, i.e., seeing neither here 
nor in the future — as I know of no quarrel between the two houses 
—any evidence on which to attack the world-wide fame of Oedipus 
(i.e., the renowned Oedipus) to avenge an obscure murder. 

Seyffert's correction of Antig. 648, x'"^' v^ov^^, is an illustration 
of a method against which the writer of these pages will often have 
occasion to protest. The Tragedians did not use obscure words. 
Seyffert, whose works on Latin composition are of high merit, was 
not great as a corrector of Sophocles. Witness Antig. 1080^ 

e^dpal 5e TtSxrai a-vvrapdarcrovTai TrdAeis 

ocrcov (TTrapdyfiaT' rj Kvves Kadrjyviirav 

7] 6rjpi<i 17 TtS TTTIJVOS OttOVOS, <l>ipiliV 

avocriov ocr/iTji/ icnLovxov is ttoXiv. 

Seyffert wrote oa-iav ra -n-pdyp-aTi}). Of course the error is in 
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And here I should venture one general remark about the 
work in which this study is a humble attempt. In reading 
the Attic Tragedians we may be sure that anything which is 
difficult or awkward is corrupt.^'' This is what Blaydes has 
repeatedly asserted; and his resolute adherence to this canon 
is what constitutes to my mind the chief merit of his edition. 
The Attic audience had no time to tliink out double or treble 
constructions, or to pick out agreements and governments. The 
plays were intended for the stage, not for the schools; and some 
dramatists, as we learn from Athenaeus, if unsuccessful, never 
published their pieces at all. From Plato's Symposium, we 
know that a tragic crown was thought a tremendous distinc- 
tion; and from Aristophanes' Knights, that the Athenians, as 
was just, judged each piece entirely on its own merits, not 

KadriyvKTav, which should be corrected Kcvrqyyiaav, i.e., brought near. 
Of. Rutherford on Babrius, fab. 1. 

The editor alluded to above, though his text as a rule adheres 
with the most relentless tenacity to the Mss., can sometimes correct 
Sophocles where he does not require correction : e.g., in fr. 779. 12, 
where he alters airoSjj/ioCvTos into wnoX-qpovvTo^. Sophocles (?) 
means 'that you should not be thought the son of a country 
cousin ' ; and the editor being also an editor of Plato (' doctissimus 
Theaeteti editor,' Vahlen ad Aristot. Poet.) will remember half-a- 
dozen passages in the ' Laws ' where Greek ideas about residents in 
town and country are illustrated. Similarly 0. T. 329 is marked by 
this editor as corrupt ; strange to say it is not so, but is to be taken 

€y(u 8' ov jx-qn-OTt Ta/J.' (lus av ciTrto fuj to. era) Jkc^^vo) KaKa, as I once 

leamt from Dr. Ridding, and have since found confirmed by 

Demosth. de F. L. § 104 = 115, o-i yap av e^ap/ceo-ete tois aTToAwAocrt 
^vfx,fid\ois Sia TrjV ajBeXrepiav tijv £/i^v, iva firj tijv tovtov Aeyo), 

TOLavra TreirovOevai. The meaning is then, ' you do not know, and a 
man must be a fool to reveal his own crimes.' The inverted firj is 
frequent in Sophocles, and is one of his mannerisms. Philoct. 67. 
332. 653. 961 (Ellendt very rightiy interstitio loquendi post oXoiofacto 
MiNiME pronuntiandum), 0. C. 1522. (The mannerisms of Sophocles 
are worth collecting ; essays on his language are apt to be collections 
of corrupt and misunderstood passages, wronging the poet, and 
throwing science back.) 

* The canon applies indeed to all writers save those puiposely, or 
by nature; obscure. Cf. Bachmann, Praef Lycoph. i. p. 7. 
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taking into consideration former achievements on the part of 
the author. If, therefore, a poet aimed at success, his first 
effort must have been directed towards making himself intel- 
ligible.'"" We see, therefore, that he had the ivill to write good 
and easy Greek. Nor can we doubt that he had tlie jsower.t 
Why then should he have rejected his ' vernacular idiom'? And 
how could he count on his audience understanding him, how- 
ever acute the theatre may have been known to be? For the 
awkwardnesses of which we complain are not natural awk- 

* Cf. Aristoph. Ran. 1122. 

+ I know that high authorities have asserted that Sophocles and 
Thucydides knew no grammar, and have on that principle accounted 
for the peculiarities of those writers' styles. The more I examine 
this proposition, the more hopelessly unable I am to make any 
meaning out of it; if it is a paradox, I do not see the point; if it 
is meant seriously, it seems to me to contradict every known fact of 
language and languages. The fragment of Plato on Hyperbolus, 

o 8' ou yap rjTTiKi^ev, & MoiTcrat <j>iXai, 
d\X' oTTOTe fji,iv XP^^V ^'■y^'^lt-i'iv Xkyeiv 
i(f>a(TK' eSiaiTWjUTjv" ottotc 8' eiTretv Seoi 
oKiyov, 6 8' oXiov cAeyev, 

coming from one who by profession was an opponent of the a-la-rtiode 
education, shows that an Athenian had as clear an idea of speaking 
good Attic as an Englishman has of speaking good English, or an 
Aethiopian of speaking good Aethiopic. (Cf. the first sermon in 
Dillmann's Chrestomathy, where the preacher asks the congregation 
to pardon any mistake he may make in the language. The Aethio- 
pians prior or posterior to Christianism were not, so far as I know, 
a specially cultivated race; the mythical ApoUonius found them 
charlatans, and Philostratus has usually some inaccurate knowledge 
about the places whither he sends his Messiah.) The fact that there 
were no grammars does not prove that there was no grammar; for 
though PatanjaU (Mahabhashya, Prooemm«i = Sarvadar9anasangraha, 
System of Pdnini) denies the possibility of teaching a language word 
by word ; — illustrating the proposition by the story that the Teacher 
of the gods taught Indra Sanskrit on this method for a thousand 
' divine ' years, and at the end Indra turned out a poor scholar; — it 
is nevertheless certain that we all learn our mother-tongues in this 
way; we find out the analogies for ourselves, and get the exceptions 
by practice. 
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wardnesses '^''' — such as anacolutha, where the speaker has got 
into a net which he must cut to extricate himself — but harsh- 
nesses and diffimlties to be got over by grammatical sophistry, 
or verbose sentimentality, as e.g., 

ovveK eCTTt (TOl 

PpoTBiov ovSev fiavTiKrj(s exov TexvrjV. 

I should not hesitate to say that it were an insult to Sophocles 
to take that line as a specimen of his writings. ' Explaining 
corrupt passages ' may be added to the collection of the Scho- 
liast on Aristophanes on the phrase \lQov 'h\reK. 

256. (ucr0' opKOV avTui Trpocr^aXoov Siwfiocrev 

^ fj.riv Tov ayxiaTrjpa TOvSe tov iravov^ 
avv iraiSl Kcil yvvaiKi SouXwcreiv en- 
ayyiar'^jpa is corrupt: no such word exists, or could, as Dr. 
Nauck points out. Dr. Nauck himself corrects avT6)(eipa, but 
if I may differ from that Scholar, I should remark that Eurytus 
could scarcely be called the avro-xeip of Heracles' slavery; he 
was only the first cause. I think we should read 
§ fjLrjv TOV ap\eTrjpa TOvSe tov iradovs- 
ap-^eT^p is to a.p-)(i >]s as u(f)tjyrjT^p to vipriyrjTri^, and as iKerrip 
to iKeTfig. The course of the corruption was as foUows: 
ap-yerripa was written apy(a.LTripa, and then the fatal p did its 
work. 

In Antig. 593 we have the following ungrammatical and 
unmetrical passage — 

ap'xaia to. Aa/3SaKiSav o'ikwv opwfiai 
Trr'ifjLaTa <j>9iTm' (Herm. <f>difievwv) e-jrl -Trijfxacn ttltttovO'. 
This should be corrected, 

apxoi'c Ta A.a/3SaKiSav (tkottuiv oplJofiai 
•KYifxaTa ^OavTWv ewi Tnjfiaai ttItttovO'. 
The verb <p6dveiv does not occur in Sophocles, if I may trust 
EUendt, but it was an every-day word in Attic. 

* The author of the Siddhanta-KaumudI excuses the form subhru 
in Bh. K. on the ground of Kama's emotion at the time. However 
Sanskrit was, of course, a learned language to the author of that 
' poem,' in which, besides, he was not always perfect. Cf the Comm. 
on Z, 89; 5, 101; 6, 41; 10, 18. 
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250. Tov \6yov S' ov ^(pri ^Oovov 

yvvai Trpoa-eivat Zei/y otov irpaKTWp (pav^. 

Dr. Nauck ingeniously interprets : there is no harm in saying 
a thing when Zeus does it. Cf. 0. T. 1409. However, he 
allows that this sense does not come naturally out of the words 
as we have them, and he suspects tov Xoyou. If I may differ 
from him, I should suggest that we have only to make a slight 
change— 

TW Xoyw S ov xp^ (pQovov 
yvvai wpotyeivai Zeuy OTav Trpa/crwp (pavrj. 
The case is somewhat different in 0. T. 116, 

ovS ayyeXo? Ti? ovSe arvfnrpaKTOOp oSov 
KaTeiS OTTOV Tiy eKfiaOcov e'x^pTjaraT av; 

where for ottou we should obviously write otw, 
KUTeiS' OTCp TJJ eKjuaOwi/ kxp-i'jaaT aV, 

'saw anything of which use might have been made;' to which 

the answer is — 

c5j/ eiSe TrXrjv 'iv ovSev eix eiSics ^paa-ai. 

The corruptions of the letter ir have obscured for us many 
places ia Greek tragedy. So in 0. T. 685, 

otXty efioiy aXls, yas trpoirovovfxeva^ 

fpalverat evQ' eXrj^ev avrov /meveiv, 
■jrpoTTOvovfjievas is meaningless and has long been justly con- 
demned; we should read 

yay Trpovoovfieva), 
On the other hand the letter tt is happily preserved in the 
mutilated prologue of the Antigone: 

ap' oTaff on Zeiiy tSiv cnr OiSnrov kukwv 
OTTolov o^xt vifv en ^oocraiv reXet ; 
Eead (as Ph. 878, El. 873, Tr. 1255, sufficiently shows us) 
avd-TravXav ovx' v^v en ^wcraiv reXe?; 

265. Xeyccv x^po^^ P-^^ ^^ a<f)VKT e'xoov ^eXi] 

Tcov S>v TeKvwv XeiTTOiTO Trpo? To^ov Kpia-iv. 
(pwvel Se SovXoi avSpo? w? eXevOepov 
paioiTO. 
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Dr. Nauck will here again, I trust, pardon me if I differ slightly 
from him in the treatment of this passage. "We should read 

(pwvrjv Se SovXof avSpos ojg eXevuepov 

a'lpovro, 
i.e., that he made himself out a free man, when he was really 
a slave, paloiro is a word which could not easily occur in 
tragedy.* The corruption is not very serious. For the use 
of aipofxai, compare 0. T. 1225. 

289. avTov S EKelvov evT av ayva Ovfiara 

P^itl T'aTpwu) Zijvi Trji aXwaewi 
(ppovei viv coy jj^ovra. 
The last line is ungrammatical : read 

(j)p6vei vvv S>S ^^ovra. 
Cf. Ellendt^, s. v. vvv. 

295. ttoXXj/ Vt' avdyKrj rySe tovto a-vvrpexeiv. 

* How many impossible words may have been foisted into 
Sophocles (as into Aeschyhis) by the copyists we cannot easily 
ascertain. I entertain, e.g., the strongest doubts as to the existence 
of the word SvcraXyTjTos = dvdXyrjTO's. The fact that Suidas cites 0. T. 
12 with Sv(TavdX.yijTos, and under the article dvdX.yrjTos, does not 
go for much, though for something. The other instances in which 
this word occurs are (1) in the glorious series of epithets in Philo 
de Sacrif. p. 268 M., wrongly cited by Dind. in the Thes. as meaning 
dvaia-OrjTos : as from the nature of its neighbours we learn that it 
must signify 'badly suffering.' (2) Cited in Pollux from Eupolis 
as a synonym of Sixroto-ros, SiKravacrxeTos : which I do not beheve, 
unless dXyeiv meant (f>€peLv, Tracrxetv [Meineke's treatment of this 
fragment is to me wholly unintelhgible. See on Fr. Inc. 32.] (3) 
In a fragment of Sophocles (689. 2), oo-Tts yap Iv KaKotcnv lfj.dpu fSiov 
rj SeiXos e<jTLv rj SvcrdXyrjTos (j>pevas. My difiBculty in this passage is 
that the alternatives are not exhausted, indeed tfutt the Sixj-aXyijTos = 
dvdXyrjToi alternative scarcely makes sense. Surely it is illogical to say, 
' he who when in trouble desires to live must either be a coward, or 
does not feel the trouble.' If he does not feel it he is not in trouble ; 
dXyil yap oiJSev T(ov KaKiov ■g(Tdy]jxkvo<s. With all courtesy to the 
poet, and pace Schopenliaueri, I should suggest another alternative ; 
that he is not right in his mind. And this I believe Sophocles 
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This line may be spurious, as Dr. Nauck thinks ; anyhow it 
should be corrected — 

ttoAXj; ctt avdyKJ] TfiSe tovto crvirrvx^iv. 

' That this should happen to me,' i.e., ' to be affected in this 
way.' 

S04. 3> Zev Tpoirate ixrfTroT eicriSoifJu ere 

TT/oo? TOV/J.OV ovTw cnrepfia xoopricravTd -Trot. 
■)(wpri(TavTa iroi is meaningless : read 

TT/oo? Tovfiov OVTW o-TTep/uLa x^pi? evrpovri?. 
ivrpoTT)] = wpa is used by Sophocles 0. C. 299, and cf. supra, 
eTrei tIs aiSe Ziji/a reKVOiS a^ovXov etSev. 

meant ; and that the word mind which remains bears witness to the 
fact, though I leave it to some one else to suggest the Greek for ' not 
right in.' Still the fact that Svo-aAyijTos occurs nowhere else would 
be no argument against its existence. My doubts are drawn from 
the form; — not from the use of the terni. - rjros activeli/, as I know 
that these forms may be used optionally : e.g., in the first 200 lines 

of the Trach. only Ifinda/ic^ivetK^ = d/x<^ivet'/ojTos, dvavSptaro's = avavSpos, 
dSaKpyTOi = aSaKpvs, evfivacTTOs = evfivapuDv, avafji.Tr\dKr]Tos active, dvdX,- 
■yr^Ta, dXviriqTos = akviroi. But I know of no word signifying evil 
which when compounded with Si's is negatived by that particle ; the 
idea is merely strengthened : so, e.g., SvirSaKpirr' SSvp/xaTa Trach., does 
not mean lamentations hard to weep over, etc., but lamentations 
accompanied by painful tears. Compare iva-dpriv-qro^, etc. The 
same is the case in Sanskrit : e.g., looking down the columns 
615 sq. in Grassmann's Worterbuch zum i?gveda I find that 
dug-cyavand = schwer zu erschuttem, dur-nidrsa = ijnveryesslich, dur- 
gdham, schwer zu du/rchdringender Ort, dar-vdrtu, schwer abzuwehren; 
but that dur-mdda means losen Eausch habend, trunhen, toll, von 
tollem Wahn bethort; dur-may&, bose Kiinste anwendend. In Zend, 
from the list given by Justi Eandbuch, p. 159 sq., the idea of evil 
would never seem to be absent from this particle : duzlmpa is 
rendered schwer zu erlangen ; duzhita, schwer zuganglich ; in the rest 
dush, duzh is invariably schlimm, iibel, schlecht. 

If the restoration of these poets is ever completed, the lexica will 
have to be re-written : e.g., c/cxariois will disappear and be found 
under eK7rdyXoi.s ; this being one of the thousand instances in which 
T in our MSS. represents y. 
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The wrong division of words is a frequent cause of corrup- 
tion in MSS. One curious instance occurs in Ag. 360, where 
we read the apparently hopeless words — 

TTc^ai/rai S' eyyoVow, aTo\iu.7jTwv" A.p^, irveovTm fuel^ov Ij Sikcums. 
We have merely to alter one y to p and write 

Tretpavrai S' epyov overa ToXfJi-ij twv" Kprj irveovTuiv k.t.X- 

309. amvSpo? ri reKOva-a ; Trpo? p-ev yap (pva-iv 

iravTOiv aireipos TwvSe, yevvaia Se Tty. 
■wavTwv, as Dr. Nauck points out, is corrupt : read 
irovwv airetpoi ToovSe. 

312. e^eiTT' eirel viv rwvSe ifKeia-TOV uncriua 

jSXeTTOUcr' ocranrep koi. (ppoveiv olSev p-ovri- 
No sense is to be got out of 1. 313: read 

^Xewova-', ocrovTrep koi tppoi/ecv, ovSer p,6vij. 
The line, however, cannot have been spoken by Deanira. 

.320. eiV & ToXaiv' aXX' ^piv eK craxrriji, eirec 

KM ^up<popd TOi firj eiSevai ere y ^rii ei. 
Eead 

Koi ^vfjLipepei croup! elSevai ere y r]Tii ei. 
I write croup for croi epe as oinrf)(wptoi is written, 0. T. 939 
(G. Meyer, § 153, Ktihner^ I, s. v. Krasis, neither of whom 
attempt to exhaust the instances in the dramatists ; cf. 
Whitney, Sansk. Gr. § 132 sq.) ; and similarly for the 
unintelligible line, Antig. 674 — 

^'^e arw paxu Sopos 
rpoiras Karappi^yvvcriv, 
I should read 

rjSe Tovv paxu Sopoi 
rpoxa? Korappriyvva-iv, 
t,e., Tjoe Tot eu. 

*So in the 'Nineteenth Century," . March 1883, Dr. Ridding 
wrote ovphai for ol eperai. The anonymous reviewer of Rutherford's 
' Phrynichus,' etc., in the 'Guardian,' May 1883, professed to have 
found some ' mistakes ' in the verses of ' one of the greatest living 
head-masters.' Till he has the courage to explain himself the public 
will believe that the mistakes are on the critic's side. 



STUDIA SCENICA. 31 

f/.e etSevai and fiij etSivai are not unfrequently confused by 
the copyists; so in Aesch. Ag. 1196 — 

eKfiaprvprja-ov Trpovfxocrai to ju.' elSevai 
Xoyw TraXatay twv(S' afiapTias Sofiwv, 
we should read with Dobree 

eKnapTvprjcrov irpov/uLocrai to p-rj eiSevat k.t-X. 
i.e., swear, if you dare, that you have never heard speak of old 
crimes connected with this palace ; Cassandra's credentials as 
a prophetess being (like those of Prometheus in the play that 
bears his name) that she kneiv the secret past : to which the 
answer is 

Kai Trwg av opKOS p^pa yewa/wj irayiv 
Traiwvios yevoiTO, 
would that we could swear them aioay* 

322. ov Tapa tw ye TrpocrOev otiSev e^ laov 

XPovui Sioicrei yXHoaarav' tJtis ovSapa 
7rpov^r]vev ovre pei^ov out kXacraova. 

Dr. Nauck will here again pardon me for disagreeing with 
him. Correct — 

00 Tapa TW ye TrpocrOev ovSev rj^lov 
Xpovw Siopia-ai' yXwairav jjVty ovSapa 
TrpoiKprjvev ovTe pei^ov ovt eXaa-crova. 
The reader who has followed me thus far will have asked 
himself one question; Is it only the Trachiniae that has a mis- 
take in almost every Hne, or have all the plays of the two old 

* The cod. gives jT-ij^ua. Auratus' correction Tr-ijy^ua has been 
universally received, even by the cautious Kirchhoff, Berl. 1880, but 
is nevertheless impossible; Tijy/xa never meant anything but a 
'hoisting machine.' Had the Tragedians, with whom Trr/yvvfiL is a 
favourite, and employed in all kinds of metaphors, known of Trrjjfxa 
we must have had it elsewhere. Many great men lie fuyakoi /ieyaXwo-Tt 
over this simple passage ; Schomann (!) and Madvig (!!) both write 
' irpovixocrdcrri : and Hermann gives eKpapTvp-qcrov a meaning which re- 
minds one of the Eabbinical commentaries on the Bible. Hermann's 
Aeschylus has always seemed to me one of the most over-rated 
books in the world (vide Ritschl praef. Septem contra Thebas; Haupt 
praef. to Herm.; cf. Gesen. Thes., dedic. to vol. ii.); very httle is 
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poets suffered in the same way? Or rather, the question will 
have been already answered; for with our corrections of the 
Trachiniae we have interspersed sufficient illustrations of the 
errors in the texts of the other plays with which we happen to 
be at present most familiar, to prove the following theorem: 
That the tradition of the great masterpieces of Greek tragedy 
is corrupt in a degree absolutely unparalleled. The simplicity, 
beauty, logical continuity, and grammatical correctness of the 
old masters' style are marred at every turn by the blunders of 
the copyist, and the more intolerable blunders of the interpo- 
lator. We see the sea-god Glaucus under the accretions of 
slime, and shells, and stones, which ages have heaped upon 
him, mutilating his limbs and disfiguring his person. But it 
is because the old tragic style is so simple, beautiful, logically 
continuous, and grammatically correct, that we are enabled to 
rescue the poetry from the accretions, in a vast number of 
cases with absolute certainty, and in many with a high degree 
of probability.* And towards the accomplishment of this 
work the way has been broken in an admirable manner by 
Blaydes in England, and Nauck in Eussia. Blaydes, ridiculed 
in this country by some, and patronized by others, has done 
more to make a restoration of Attic tragedy possible than aU his 
predecessors, with Person and Elmsley at their head. Because 
Porson and his followers contented themselves with sporadic 
observations, to use Miiller-Striibing's expression, " with crop- 
ping the hair, and paring the nails, and trimming the beards " of 
their authors; whereas Blaydes and his illustrious colleague 
have set themselves to work with scholarly instinct to find 

done for the author, and that little with oifensive arrogance. ' Much 
is,' of course, ' to be pardoned in a posthumous production ' (Cumber- 
land, prasf. to Bentley's Lucan) ; but I imagine that Hermann's 
tremendous reputation was due to his personal powers and influence 
as a teacher, rather than to any extraordinary scholarship, learning, 
or power of divination (of. Madvig Adversaria, bk. i., ad fin.). The 
same probably has been the case with many of the great professors 
of Germany. (Compare Kneucker's memoir of Hitzig, prefixed to 
the Biblische Theologie of the latter, and Steiner's Festrede (also 
pref. to Hitzig's Minor Prophets, ed. 4) with the sober article on 
that scholar in the new edition of Herzog and Plitt.) 
• * This is obviously not a paradox. 
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out and to treat the " wounds, bruises, and putrefying 
sores." 

Though ample illustration of these statements has already- 
been given, I wiU add one or two specially striking examples 
of the disgraceful negligence of the copyists. In Aesch. Ag. 
931, we read 

KA. Koi /nrjv ToS' eiVe fjLrj irapa yvw/xrjv ifjLOi. 

Ar. yvw/nrj]/ fiev 'IitOl fir; Sia^depovvT e/j.e. 

KA. ri'v^w Oeotg fccra? civ aiS' epSeiv rdSe; 

Ai . ei 7re/> t£J eiowy y en too e^enrov teAo?. 
It is no exaggeration to say that every one of these lines 
presents inextricable dif&ctdties to the interpreter. The com- 
mentators try their hardest without any success; and the present 
writer has spent days in trying to get any meaning into them 
or out of them. And yet this ought not to be; for, supposing 
that obscurity can be tolerated in a choric ode, or a speech, 
where the singer's or speaker's thought is coloured and inter- 
preted by the nature of the environment, it cannot be tolerated 
in monostichs, which must either interpret themselves, or for 
ever hold their peace. But still, such is the simplicity of the 
poet that, in spite of the corruptions which, as I hope to show, 
disfigure every line, enough traces are left to enable us to 
recover what I believe to be the very words of the original. 
The wrong words and the right may be placed side by side; 
but they do not intermingle. 

First, then, we observe that in 1. 931 eiVe is plainly a mis- 
writing for eiKe: 

Kai fjLt]v ToS' elKe firj Trapa yvoo/ntjv e/moi 
' Yet do not yield me this against your judgment.' Then the 
meaning of 932 becomes plain; 'be assured that I shall not 
let my judgment be perverted;' i.e., 'you wUl never persuade 
me that it is right to do this.' 

In the third line Be'ia-ai has no meaning; a man does not 
vow to the gods to do a certaiu thing on condition of Ms getting 
into a fright; but on condition of his escaping a danger, winning 
a battle, etc. Sela-a's, it seems to me, may be an interpretation 
of the line, in which case it is tolerable; but in the line it 
cannot have occurred. I write therefore — 

riv^U) Oeois a-coOeh av mS' e'pSeiv raSe ; 
This teaches me the meaning of reXo? in the remaining line; 

c 
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it is reAo? (romipm. The corruption of eIks into etVe sup7-a 
helps us to restore iko/mi^v for e^eiTrov; i.e., Ikov was written for 
iKOfxtiv, and i^iKov was a corrector's patchwork; so Aesch. Ag. 
1495, fljj'yet is written for BnyeTai, ib. 158, Xe'^at for eXey^erai. 
Agamemnon means that, as he was certain of success from the 
beginning,* any such vows would have been superfluous. 

ecirep Tig eiSwg y ev toS' iKOfirjv reXoy. 
And now the reader shall have the four lines together as he 
had the four of the corrupt tradition : 

KA. Kui firiv ToS' euce fxi] irapci yvu>fJi.>]v e/nol. 
AT. yvcJofiijv /j-ev 'icrOi fir] SiacjtQepodvT e/ie. 
KA. r]u^o) 6eocs (T(io9e}g av wS' epSeiv -raSe; 
A.V. e'nrep ti? eiScos y ev toS iKOfjLrjv TeKog. 
1 will not assert that these lines are exactly as Aeschylus left 
them; I will assert that they are clear, pointed, and worthy of 
the writer; and that an editor by inserting them ia his text 
would be doing better than by practising the doubtful virtue 
of ' adherence to the Mss.' 

I will add one more instance from the Agamemnon. Cas- 
sandra's magnificent harangue contains the following passage, 
1. 1266 sqq., which metrical considerations have long shown 
to be corrupt, though critics have differed as to the method of 
correction — 

ere p.ev irpo p.oipag riy? e/U^y SLa(j>Qepu>. 
'lt e? (pdopov irecrovT ayaOco S' a/ji.eiy}ro/xat. 
aXXj;;' Tiv aTrjv avr e/nov TrXoi/r/^ere. 
The second line should long ago have been palaeographically 
interpreted as follows — 

W ey <f)6opov' ireo'riiJ.aQ wS' aixeiyp-ofxai. 

The third line is quite genuine except that, according to our 

modern orthography, Ate should be spelt with a capital. The 

line means '' enrich someone else, that is Ate (or, as we should 

say, the Devil), instead of me;" and this gives us a clear cor- 

* Compare Ag. 236 sq., 

T6)^vai 8c KaX)(ai'Tos o^K aKpavTof 
o fieXXwv 8' hrel yevrjrai KAeos, irpo)(ai.peT<x) 
iaov 8e tov irpocTTeveiv 
Topov yap r^^ei ^vvopOpov auyatg, 
as those lines should be written. 
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rectiou of part of a much-mauled passage in the Suppliants of 
the same writer; 11. 443 sq. 

Kat XP'?M«<''"' /*£'' ^f Sofioov iropOovfjievwv 

aTTji ye fiel^o) Kai fiey' e/x7rX)}cra? yofxov, 
which should be written 

/cat yfirnJ-WTiv nxev bk 86/u.(jt)v iropdovfievuiv 

' Atijv yefjLi^wv. 
Aeschylus has long been recognised as corrupt ; and the 
world expected great things from Hermann, but did not get 
them. Only the two scholars whom I have named have had 
any idea of the real state of the text of Sophocles. Let me 
add a few wantonnesses to those already piled up in these 
pages. Small words like ov and /j-^ and koi and all the cases 
of the article are treated as counters that can be simply 
interchanged without loss or gain. In 0, T. we have ov 
omitted — 

Tivi Tpo-wui KaOearare 
Selaavres tj o'Tep^avres ; 
for 

SeiG-avTe? r/ ov <TTep^avT€<i ;* 



* The harshness of Dr. Kennedy's view of this passage will be 
seen by comparing Plato, LI. p. 850 (the passage so far as I know 

most parallel) o Se Trpo^/jxvoi (is ;rto-Tei5(ov edv re KO/xlcrrjTai Kal ear 
ixy], (TTipyeria a)S ovkcti SiKrj's oiIcttjs t(i>v TOiovraiv irepl (Tvi/aAAa^euiv : 
tliere must always be some object implied which a-Tepyuiv 
cTTepyei. (Paley goes strangely wrong over Enm. 911 — a-rkpyia 

yap dvSpos ^iTVTTOi/ievos SiKrjv tu t5v SiKaiuv twcS' airivQ-qTOV yivos — 
even in his fourth edition; Twi/Se is obj. gen., i.e., 'I like to see 
tlie generation of the righteous untroubled by such weeds as 
these.' How else does the comparison between Athena and the 
avTfp <l>irv!ro'ip.-qv come in at all ?) Nauck's note on this passage 
seems to me a model of sound criticism (as indeed his whole edition 
is). 'If ot a-Tep^avTi? are 01 ^8r; 7ra6!o'i'T£s they must be so as being 
reconciled to their misfortunes; and is this a possible ground for 
making a iKcreta 1 If, on the other hand, they are ol xPyC"^"^^"^ ^^Y 
does Sophocles make use of so unintelligible an expression.?' (Nauck's 
note in substance.) I had once thought the question to be ' is this 
a iKereia or a 7rpoo-o6osf (of the kind alluded to in Plato's Laws as the 
proper occupation for boys). But I have no real doubt of the 
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which could scarcely have been restored had not Nauck, with 
his ordinary tact, laid his finger on the seat of the corruption. 

In the next line the same all-important particle is put in 
where (as I shall try to show in a foot-note)* it has no place 
in Attic Greek. 



solution suggested above of a passage which has occupied me longer 
than any other, and which first taught me to walk by the Ught 
of Nauck. 

Having cited the ' Laws ' once or twice in this note I may call 
attention to the state of the text of that magnificent work, which in 
both the Zurich editions is simply unreadable. One or two 

instances : p. 866 = p. 291 ed.^, iav S 6 Trpoa-qKtav kyyvrara fir) eTre^iy 
T(j) iradrjfjLaTi, to jUtao-|U,a (is £ts uvtov irepLeXrjX.vOo^ tov TrafldvTos 
'Trpoo-Tpeirofj.ivov rrjv Trddrjv, 6 jSovXafievo^ e^re^eXObiv Tovr(f Siktjv 
TrivTe ert] aTro<T\k(T6ai rijs avTOV TrarjoiSos dvay/cafero) Kara vofiov. 

The spaced words give no meaning at all. P. 871, TrpiaTov jxlv to 

p,i6xrp.a £is aiiTov koI T-qv tov deov €)^6pav Sexo'^o, (Ls ij tov vofiov 
dpa T^v <j>T/]ixrjv TrpoTpeTreTat, suggests that something wholly 
difierent stood there— which, having no metre and no 'law of 
simplicity ' to guide me, I do not venture to restore. On the other 
hand, I am not likely to be the first person who has seen that 

in p. 853 = 274", k-n-tiSrj Si ov, Kaddirep ol TraXttiot vop-oOeTai diiav 
Traia-l vo/J.odeTOV[iev, ot Tots ■qpwcri, k.t.X. should be written for vopo- 
OeTovp^voi. Whether the extraordinary harshness of style which 
characterises this otherwise brilliant piece is Plato's fault or that 
of his copyists I cannot determine. 

* The only thing that might make me still think that p,fi ov in 
the sense of ' unless ' might be an Attic idiom, is the fact that Lucian, 
who so envied the Atticists he pretended to despise, simply revels 
in it (Hermot. § 49, Catapl. § 15, Tyrannic. § 15, etc). As however he 
uses the combination sometimes where in Attic it certainly would 
not have been allowed, I am not sure that his evidence is worth 
much. In Attic, unless I am mistaken, it only occurs in the 
following places : 1. The three well-known passages of Sophocles, 
all corrupt or misunderstood ; 2. One place of Isocrates (10 §74); 
as however there are five other passages (5 § 34, 8 § 11, 15 § 233, 
§ 255, § 276) to be found in his small corpus in which the simple 
pfj is used in precisely similar circumstances instead, that place 
may very well be corrupt. 3. In Demosthenes it occurs once, 
de r. L. ^ 135, against countless (e.g., Lept. § 122) instances of 
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In 0. T. 656 we have the absurd and tautologous phrase. — 
Tov evayij <pi\ov fAtjTror' ev airta 
(Tvv atpavel Xoyie tr arifiov ^aXeiv, 
for 

TOV a^iXov yevy fXYiiroT ev aiTia 
aw a^avet Xoyw art/j-ov ^aXeiv. 

the single particle. Nowhere else in Attic historians, philosophers, 
orators, or poets. 4. The fragment of Philemon (Meineke, IV., p. 30) 
contains an instance that is very probably but not certainly right ; 
for ov in this sense cf Dem. Mid. § 129, 29 § 45. (I may just 
observe that in this fragment, 1. 9, Meineke should not have 
accepted Bentley's correction ri-xy'^v for rvxiiv, which spoils the 
sense of the passage; the poet means to say, 'if a person gets 
by his own exertions into the haven of fortune,' and not by a mere 
windfall. On Bentley's powers as a critic I am inclined to think 
Dr. Eobinson Ellis was a little severe in his elaborate and excellent 
joke, 'Academy,' Aug. 4, 1883.) Of the three passages of 
Herodotus I do not know what to say; they are all obscurely 
worded, and may be taken with a double or a single negative in 
force, and the best known of them, 6. 106, was read with a single 
negative by Plutarch, and interpreted with a double one by the 
Herodotean Pausanias. Polybius deals most largely in this idiom, 
(though not consistently; ix. 14. 8, x. 45. 5), as may be seen from 
Schweighauser's Lexicon ; but Casaubon justly remarked that it was 
a 'male cordatus homo' who went to Polybius to learn grammar 
instead of politics. In writers from the second century onwards it 
is sporadic, and, so far as I can see, absolutely undistinguishable 
from the single particle. I can remember it only once in Philo- 
stratus, three times in Diodorus, nowhere in Plutarch, Dio Chrysostom, 
or Athenaeus. What the inference to be drawn as to its existence 
in GreeJc should be I do not know, but the inference as to its use in 
Attic is almost clear. 

The uses of [x^ ov in Hippocrates are curious, though I have found 
no case of the double particle with a participle, jrept k£(^. § 13, wpUiv 
Xprj Kal ov Sei Tcis Tpeil -^/xepas fi^rj virepl3a.XX.eii' a-n-piiorov a.\X tv 
TavTrjo-L irpUiv, is strangely like a Hebrew instance to be discussed 
below. For other combinations c£ de med. vet. §§ 12, 13. irepl 
iyp.Zv § 33. Cf. Demosth. Or. 23 § 94. 

Xenophon {v. supra) avoids the p-r] ov = unless (Anab. 6. 4. 19, 
6. 5. 18), but varies between p-rj and p^ ov in the other cases 
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In 0. T. 608 we read and puzzle over — ' 
yvoofirj S' aSri\(p yu>? ju-e x^P'? mtim, 
where the poet perhaps left yvw^n's S' aXrjOovs (j-. fj.. x- «•; and 
so on without end. 

Where then are we to find the remedy ? 

Oberdick, in a recent number of Fleckeisen's Jahrbiicher, 
reproached Kirchhoff ' for having published the Scholia on 
Aeschylus without a fresh collation of the Medicean MS.; 



strangely : Cyrop. 2. 2. 20, alcrxpov ov avriXeyeiv firj ovxh ib. 8. 4. 

5, rj(TXuv(.TO fji-rj ov t^aivifrdai, but ib. 3. 2. 16, ai<TXvyoiiJ.e6' av crol fir] 
d7ro8i8oVT£S, and 1. 6. 9, alcrxpov VTroinrj^ai Kal [mtj deXecv. (Cf. 

Demosth. 24. 125.) 

I can remember few passages in the writings of the Etymologists 
where ovk is discussed. Corssen's account (Vocalismus, 1. 205) 
is of course untenable, though accepted by Vanicek, Etym. Worterb. 
I should be inclined to connect it with the Sansk. ekam, one ; 
for the way in which 'one' and 'none' come to be confused, 
cf. Brugman, Morphol. Untersuchungen. (I am aware that this 
may collide with Osthoff's Law, ibid. 2. 113. But is that law 
certain f Compare Greek oStoi with Sansk. esha.) This would of 
course explain the idiom we have been dealing with, and the original 
meaning of the particle would have been preserved, as is so often 
the case in language, in an isolated form of expression (cf. Buttmann's 
Appendix to Meidias on this point). This would further explain 
the Greek multiplied negatives, to which there is no real parallel (in 
the languages which have at present come within my range of study). 
In Sanskrit, the language nearest Greek, two negatives cancel each 
other, as may be seen in the injunctive Afdva, occurring at least a 
dozen times in the Bhatti-Kavya only. In Greek too two firj's 
properly cancel each other, as may be seen from Plato's Euthyd. 
p. 304a. rj ov has been carefully distinguished from rj by Stein on 
Herod. 4. 118, 5. 95. Thucyd. III. 50, ij ov tovs aiTtovs should be 
corrected rj avTovs tovs alriovi. Cf. Demosth. Lept. § 84, Or. 23 
§ 75, 30 § 28, 33 § 2, Anab. 2. 3. 7, and contrast Cyrop. 4. 4. 10. 

(The Armenian othsch, not, has been compared with ovk by author- 
ities cited by Lagarde, Armen. Stud. § 1732. Hiibschmann, however, 
Arm. Stud. i. p. 13, regards this identification (probably with justice) 
as 'aus lautlichen Griinden im hochsten Masse bedenkhch.' The 
proper Armenian parallel to ovk is olcli; for the main law of Armenian 
etymology is that Arm. aqyimtes correspond to Greek etc. tenues, Arm. 
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whence I conclude that the farrago at present before the world 
is incomplete. I may observe that this is to me absolutely in- 
credible; as the Medicean must be a self-filling sponge if it has 
not been squeezed dry by this time. However I should like to 
ask Dr. Oberdick what he means to do with these new Scholia 
when he gets them. Does he want merely to correct them? 
For if he wants them to help him in correcting Aeschylus, I 
should ask him to point out a single difficult passage in that 
poet's writings which the old Scholia have enabled us to correct. 
And if he cannot do that, as I believe he cannot, why, contrary 
to the nature of things, does he expect from the mantissa what 
he does not get from the original?* Yet the Aeschylean 
Schoha, miserable as they are, are brilliant compared with 

mediae to Gk. aspirates, and Arm. tenues to Gk. mediae. Okh means 
ullus, aucun; e.g., othsch okh gite 'no one knows.' For the vocalism 
compare otn with oSSas, i.e., ovSns, as I hope to show in some Mor- 
phological Studies.) 

To the instances cited by Brugman 1. c. add the occasional use of 
Sk. ihuyas = ' no more.' Rama. -3, 68 yasmin kale yuvd bhdrydia labdhvd 
bhuyo 'hhinajidati, i.e., ceases to care about her.) 

In'Hebrew most of the supposed double negatives collected by 
Gesen. Thes., pp. 801, 2, come to very little. There are, however, 
three passages (Ewald Lehrb. § 323a) strikingly similar to the Greek 
fK] ov. (1) 1 Ki. X. 21, exactly like 1. c. Hippocr. supra, only the 
accents distinguish the negatives, and 2 Chr. ix. 20, which repeats 
the verse omits the second, thereby spoiling the syntax. (2) Ex. 
xiv. 11 and 2 Ki i. 3 contain an extraordinary idiom, which surely 
the LXX. might have rendered Traph, to /ui) ovk etvai, dtov. May not, 
this phrase like the Greek preserve the original meaning of 'ayin ? 
cf. Is. xl. 23, where it would seem to mean a 'mite' or a 'very 
little thing,' comparing the similes Is. xl. 15, 16, 17. Hilum would 
be the literal translation in Latin. Is Dillmann's identification with 
Arab, 'ayna, ' where,' (lex. Aethiop. col. 796) quite certain 1 

* Dr. Oberdick has answered this challenge in advance, Supplices 
p. 32 sqq. None of the corrections which he there gives out of the 
Schoha have been accepted by the latest and most cautious editor 
Kirchhoff. However, I must here discuss them shortly. 

1. S. C. T. 763. f)£Ta^v 8' olXko. 81' oAi'yo^ 
reiVei Tvvpyos ev £i)/)£t. 
Oberdick says, Dem /xeragi k.t.X. steht in der strophe gegenuber 
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those on Sophocles, which, as Wunder saw long ago, are 
absolutely worthless : and it is in the nature of things that 



crn-eijoas apovpav iv eT/)a^rj; daher stsUt Heimsoth mit Recht (?) in 
der Antistr. die Worte um: olXko. /j-era^v Si' oXtyov. So scheint 
iibrigens auch der Schol. A. gelesen zu haben: fi^ra^v Se rnxlav 
Kai 7U1V iroXe/juLWV relvec koI Tiiverai ixXkyj kol ^orqdua r/fiw Kal 
a.Troa-ofirjo-i's tQv TroX(fj.iiiiV Si oX'iyov. [Here I would ask; if the 
Scholiast had found a harsh asyndeton in his text would he not have 
alluded to the fact?] tj's 6e kcrnv rj <xAk^ 17 /lera^h fjfmv; -irvpyos 
T^s TToXeoJS" TOVTiCTTi, fjiovov Tuv TTvpyov TTjS ttoAeus exofitv /3orj9ovvTa 
■qp.iv KOI Tovs c'x^pors aTToarofiovvTa. Dann ergibt sich noch etwas 
anderes aus diesem schohon. Kann ruv Trvpyov ..Axop.^v ...tovs 
kxOpovi oTrocro/SovvTa die Erklarung von irvpyos iv evp€i sein ? Dieses 
ist unmoghch. [Doubtless : as it is obviously the explanation of the 
preceding schohum, wherein the word airotro/^Tjo-ts happened to be 
used.] Augenscheinlich las aber der Schohast zu Trvpyos ein attri- 
butives Participium in der von ihm angegebenen Bedeutung, namhch 
TctVet irvpyos avdpywv statt des verdorbenen kv evpei. Ganz evident 
beweist dieses das schohon des Mediceus : p,€Ta^v Se rip.Zv 81' oXlyov 

itTTiv r) Twv TToXep-iiov Svvap.is T^s rjixeripas Kal to SidiTTripa 6 irvpyos 

6 Sieipyiov ka-Tiv. Wir haben also hier beinahe die urspriinghche 
Lesart irvpyos dveipyotv. [However, the difference between dvapyav 
and Sidpyiav in meaning is so very great that the Med. Schol. cannot 
possibly be used for Oberdick's purpose.] That dveipyav does not 
come from the Schol. seems to me plain; he read, as we do, ixera^v 
S' dXKo. St' oXIyov TeiVei irvpyos kv (vpn, and tried to make sense of it; 
if with poor success, we cannot blame him. Aeschylus says, troubles 
{i.e., the sphinx, the plague, the discord, etc., not the enemies) come 
on like the waves of the sea; to plv ttLtvov, aAAo 8' ddpei (sc. OdXacro-a) 

TpixaXov o Kal irepl irpvpvav Tro'Aews ira<j)Xd^£i. pera^v 8' dX/cci 84' oXiyov 

T€iv€i irvpyos kv ivpei. The metaphor is the old one of the ship of 
state. Who expects to hear anything of ' towers,' or ' distance from 
the enemies'? We see irvpyos to be corrupt by this consideration; 
but there is another difficulty; what is the meaning of p^ra^i ? 
Between what and what? I imagine, 'between us and death'' 
Apollon. Ehod. 4, 1508; 

aXAa Kiv (f TO. irpwTa pcXdyxip^ov toi/ iveiri 
C^ov T(uv, oa-a yaia <l>epe<Tf3ios 'ipirvoa /36crK€i 
oyS' oo-o-oi'irr'jxviov es AtSa yi'-yi-erai oTpos 
ovS' 61 Ilanjiuv' e"/tot Bipis a/ic^aSov direiv 
4>appd(r<Toi. 



STUDIA SCENICA. 41 

they should be, for they were written long after the disease 
had set in, indeed because the disease had set in ; since had we 
even decent texts of the two masters, Scholia would no more be 
required for them than they are for Plato or Dio Chrysostom. 

' Between us and death,' therefore, ' resistance stretches but a little 
way.' The passage of Apollonius shows that for irvpyos a measure 
of length should be restored, and also suggests that that measure 
was TTijx^s. 

[leTa^v S' HXko. St' oA/yoD 
Teivei ■!rr])(Vi ev evpei. 

(irvpybiv is also corrupt in Ag. 128, where the commentators puzzle 
over TravTa Se Trvpyiov KTijvrj TrpocrOe to. STf]jj.LOTrXrjOyj p-oip' dXaird^ei irpus 
TO jiUiov. There are two errors: (1) Tvvpywv for TiVKpmv; (2) Sr]iJ,LoirXrj07J 
(vox nihili) for pAipioTrX-rjOrj; and Trpoa-Oe is a reminiscence of I. 401 : 

o^S' ocra (fiaalv 

"lAtOV €KT^(rdai iVVaiO/JLiVOV ITToXUdpOV 

TO TTpCv err' elpi^vrjs irpXv iXdciv was '^yjaiSiv. 
Similar instances of repeated corruptions are Tv^e'i'V for KXvi.iv, Ag. 
640 and 1075; Trvpos for TrdAews, Ag. 588 and 493.) 

2. Pers. 134, XeKTpa S dvSpwv ttoOoi TTLp.TrXaTai SaK pv/jtacnv, TLepcriSei 
8' aKpoTTivOets eKaarra iroOw (jiiXdvopi tov evva-njp' (X3ro7r£yu^a/i6va. The 
Scholiast interprets the first Tr6d(^ by aTroSTj/it^i, whence Oberdick 
concludes he read oSw. I cannot see that this follows ; and of the 
two -irodi^'s, the second is certainly corrupt, not the first. Head ttovcj) 
(jiiXdvopi. 

3. Choeph. 484. The fact that the Scholiast takes e^SetVvois x^°v°'s 
together, does not show that he read them together; any one who 
has studied scholia must know this; and the transposition of 4'o-et 
spoils the sense. 

4. Eum. 259. Trepl /Sperei TrXex^dels Ota's dfi/BpoTOV vttoSi.ko's OiXn 
yevea-Oac x^P'^"- -A-S Kirchhoff has destroyed irXexOeC's (as few will 
doubt, justly), xv^v and Seas cannot be interchanged. However, 
there is another argument in favour of KirchhofF's correction and 
against Oberdick's ; what does the latter make of the unmetrical and 
ungrammatical o 8' avre yoxiv dX/cai/ 'ix<^vTr€pl f3peT€L 1 I do not know ; 
but it is certainly to be corrected o 8' avdt^ dyKaXav txuiv wept fSpdrei. 
The remainder vttoSikoi diXu ytvea-dai x«pi3v is partly to be corrected 
from the Scholiast, who writes xp^aa-Tet ; however, inrdSiKog is to be 
altered to drr6Si,Kos. 

6 S' aS^ts dyKaXav c'^wv irepl Pperei 
TrAaKeio-av d/Ji/SpoTov deas 
aTTOfitKos deXei, yevetiOai XP^'"^^'j 
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Hesychius, etc., now that their scraps have all been sorted 
and labelled, may be resigned entirely to the comparative 
linguists, and other persons privileged 

'To poach in Suidas for unlicensed Greek.'* 



' wishes to be absolved of his debt.' Let us give every one his due, 
and thank the Scholiast for XP^'^^> ^^^ i* ^^1 ^^ allowed that that is 
the smallest part of the above correction. 
5. On Eum. 783 iv yf raSe, (f)ev, 

luv luv avTiirevdrj fxedetcra KapStai 
(TTdXayiiMV \Oovl acfjopov, Ik 8e Tov k.t.X. 

the Scholiast's brilliant observation, ' participle for verb finite,' does 
not encourage us to expect much from the remark on a-raXay/jLov Trjv 
Kara /ipax^ <l>9opdv. Heimsoth's ' satisfactory ' treatment need not 
be discussed. It is plain that the otiose x^o""' is wrong, and must 
represent a verb finite in the future; and this can be only x«Oi"'", I 
shall pour. Read o-raAay/xov x^oixai a<j>opov, Ik Se rod k.t.X. These, 
I presume, are the best corrections from the scholiasts which Ober- 
dick can adduce. I am not very familiar with Heimsoth's works; such 
portions as I have read, and still more, the fact that Nauck rarely 
cites him, make me doubt whether his ' Wiederherstellung ' was not 
imaginary. A last illustration of the worthlessness of these scholia 
may be taken from Dindorf's note on Persae 49 (2nd Oxford edition, 
p. 17), (TTevTai (pro o-Teui/rat), veram esse lectionein brevi sed egregio cod. 
med. scholio docemur. kXW dXaXa TroXkp.ov Ovyarep ^ dv€rai dvBpiS. 
OVTUD'; (TT€VTa.i eviKuv ai'Ti TOV TrXrjOvvTiKov. However, Dindorf then 
proceeds to show that the quotation is wholly inappropriate, and the 
singular to be explained on a difierent principle. Dindorf s life was 
mostly spent in the study of scholiasts, lexicographers, etc.; if this is 
his specimen of an egregium scholium, what must the ordinary ones be 1 
Compare Dindorfs Lex. Aeschyl. p. 412. 

* Cf Moritz Schmidt, praef smaller edition, ed. 2. Hesychius has 

the gloss dXe^aiOpLov Oep/iuv crK€-!ra(Tjia,Ho(j:iOKXfii'Ap,<jiiapdiij. Whether 
Sophocles used the word in his Amphiaraus we have now no means , 
of telling, but I believe him to have used it in Antig. 358, where we 

now read the corrupt words, irdytuv aWpia kol Svcro/xfipa <fi€iiyeiv 
fJeXr). In place of atdpia a substantive is imperatively demanded to 
represent ' clotldng ' in the order of human progress, and that word 
I write provisionally dXe^aidpia. It is plain, however, that no such 
uncouth compound ever existed: and that we should I'estore dXe^rjPpa 
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The third help might be supposed to be fresh collation 
of the manuscripts, or the discovery of new manuscripts. 
But the MSS. of Sophocles, for instance, some of which I 
studied last year in Paris, are all about equally bad : that is 
to say as vicious as any texts in the world. Critics have 
rarely recognised that textual corruption, like any other 
malignant eruptive disease, does not confine itself to solitary 
pustules, but riddles uniformly the entire frame. The correc- 
tions to be made from L. in the text, e.g., of K., would 
scarcely be more than such as any editor who knew his 
business would discover for himself without a moment's 
reflection.* Besides, how do we know when the disease 
began? The MSS. of Aristophanes quote Ag. 104 with o^iov 
Kparo^ alaiov, where KpaTOi cannot possibly be right, since it 
gives no meaning of any kind, and Aeschylus would assuredly 
not have used Kpdros in the same place in both 104 and 108; 
Te'joa? is with certainty to be restored. The correction from 
Hesychius in the foot-note of the preceding page is an 
illustration of a similarly early error. The corruption went 
on from age to age; and manuscripts even of the first century 

= dXi^iqTfjpia, which exactly corresponds with the antistrophe; where 
we should write -n-apalpiav for irapeiptDV. vo^oDS irapaipbiv = vd/iois 
wapa.opo'i S)v, the same metaphor as in otu to pJq KaXJbv o-vvhtti. 

* This will give us the answer to Dr. Robinson Ellis's question in 
his review of the Oxford Sophocles in the Philologische Wochen- 
schrift; " Is there nothing certain or positive?" One certain thing is 
a good conjecture. I am inclined to think, however, that my illustrious 
friend has mistaken the position of the Oxford editor. If a critic 
asserted that a passage meant A or B or C the reader would not be 
surprised; though he would be aware thatw/iert tuo rinvs of a passage 
are tolerated by an editor, both views are certainly wrong, the passage pro- 
bably wrong, and the scholarship of the editor possibly vrrong. But it is 
only fair to the Oxford editor of Sophocles to point out that his 
favourite method is not this, but a " synthetic unity of apperception," 
making the passage mean A + B + C. This is a brilliahtly original 
contribution to the interpretation of the Tragedians; though other 
branches of literature have been considerably more precocious. Bi;t 
even those marvels of ingenuity, the Indian grammarians, do not 
adopt opposite views of the same rule in less than two consecutive 
sentences. 
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are by no means free from it, as the few scraps of tragic papyrus 
that have come to light have sufficiently warned us. A manu- 
script is a necessary guide, hut a most superfluous companion. 

Bentley says, somewhere, that if Cicero were to rise from 
the dead, and tell him that he had penned the words Anaxa- 
gora haheret, he, Bentley, would not believe htm. In the event 
of such a doubly improbable contingency as the two tragic 
masters rising from the dead to claim the ungrammatical and 
unmetrical portions of their writings, I should not quarrel 
with them over the fair inheritance; but I should be unable 
to conceal my opinion that the Attic audience, in hearing them 
out, displayed a degree of leniency scarcely credible even in 
Miiller-Striibing's protdg^s; and that sweetmeats must have 
been at famine prices during the Dionysiac Festival.* 

Where then are we to find the remedy? The remedy is in 
the exquisite simplicity of these grand poets, who rarely con- 
ceal from us their actual words, when we ask them in the right 
way; 
and in the epoch-makiag labours of Nauck and Blaydes. 

And here the writer must close this portion of the Studia 
Scenica, waiting to produce another till he has heard the opin- 
ions of the learned on this first specimen of his labours; and 
especially those of the two Scholars on whose foundation he 
is attempting, with however inadequate learning and ability, to 
buHd. 

* Aristot. Eth. Nic. x. v. 4. 
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APPENDIX. 



To note on p. 25. Compare Abulpliaragius on the nomad 

Arabs, ed. de Sacy, p. 5. Eruditio autem Arabum, cuius 

' gloriae praecipue studiosi erant, haec erat ; linguae suae peritia, 

sermonis proprietas, carminum textura, et oration um compositio. 

Top. 16. Compare Aristot. Poet. p. 1448, a. 26, koI yap ev 
Tot's avTols Kai Ta avTU fjufxelcrdai ea-Ttv OTe fxev aTrayyeWovra rj 
eTepov Ti yiyvofJievov wcrirep ' Ofiijpo^ iroiei )j w? tov avTOV Ka'i 
/j-rj fieTa^aXXovTa rj iravTa^ ««? it paTTOVTai Koi evepyovv- 
ras Tov^ /xifjiovixevovs. ev Tpicrl §^ Tavraif Siacbopais v 
fitfirjo-l^ ea-Tiv, toy e'nrofjiev kut' apya's, ev oh re koi a Koi o)?. 
axTTe Trj fxev 6 avTOS av e'lrj fj-i/JiriTrji 'Ofxijpcfi 2o(i)o/cX5? (/uLifX-ovvTai 
yap a/J.(bw cnrovSaiov?) Trj Se ' ApiaTOCpdvei {TrpaTTOvras yap 
fjLifiovvTai Kat SpwvTai ajucbco). odev Kai opafiaTa KaXeicrOai 
Tives avTCL (patTiv, on jui/xovvTai SpaivTas. I say nothing of the 
absurdity of the derivation of the term 'acting,' from the fact 
that the subject is an action, but the difference between subject 
and manner must be illustrated in the grammatical construc- 
tion, so that if Homer and Sophocles are put together as both 
imitating the same object, i.e., a-irovSaiovg, Sophocles and 
Aristophanes cannot be said to imitate in the same manner 
because they imitate SpwvTu?, but because they imitate SpwvTe?. 
I restore therefore (as Casaubon did) without any hesitation 
wpaTTOvTes yap /un/j-ovvTai koi Spcovreg a/xipw ; and derive the 
term acting from the fact that the imitator acts : oti /xijULOvvrai 
SpcovTei. This shows us that in the first sentence tow 
/MfjLovfjiivovs is not passive, as it should not be, but active ; and 
that the first sentence should be restored, Kai yap ev roh 
avroh Ka\ to. aiira fiLfxelaQai ecTTiv ore fxev airayyeKkovra, ore 
S' eTepov Tiva yiyvofj-evov, wairep "OfJiripo? iroiet, rj coy tov 
avTOV Koi IM] fxeTa^oKKovTa, rj -wavTa irpuTTOVTas ku) evepyovv- 
Tct? Toy's fiifiov/uLevovs. The plural tov? fx.ifj.ovfxevovs because 
allowance has to be made for the fact that more actors than 
one are required. Cp. 1449 b. 31. 
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